It has been conceived that being taught by native English-speaking teachers (NESTs) leads to more improvement in speaking proficiency given the fact that English is their mother tongue. This paper aims to examine whether or not being taught by NESTs ends up with more achievement in adult EFL learners' speaking skills. Experimental research design was used with an eye to scrutinizing if there was a statistically significant difference between the speaking scores of the participants in the experimental group and the ones got by the participants in the control group. The experimental group had proportionately more lessons conducted by NESTs as opposed to the control group taught predominantly by non-native English-speaking teachers (NNESTs). In eight weeks, marking the duration of the study, the participants submitted three speaking portfolios, took one speaking quiz and one end-ofcourse test (ECT). Participants' scores on the quiz, the ECT and the speaking portfolios were analyzed via conducting independent samples t-test. The findings obtained from the analyses show that no statistically significant difference exists between the speaking scores of the experimental and control group on the ECT, scores on the speaking quiz, the first and second speaking portfolios while a statistically significant difference is observed between the participants' scores on the third speaking portfolio. The results might arouse suspicion of the popular conception of learning to speak English better as a consequence of being taught by NESTs.
Introduction
Enhancing proficiency levels in language skills is what is sought for in EFL/ESL learning, and what is resorted to on the way towards accomplishing this objective may differ from one learner to another. This variation resides in a wide range of factors subsuming the time allocated to learning English, beliefs about English language learning, previous English language learning experiences, availability of chances for immediate application of the newly learned patterns, use of technology, awareness and application of language learning strategies, so on so forth. The nationality of the teacher is also assumed to influence students' achievement levels specifically in speaking skill; to put in other words, having a NEST is construed to be one of the determinants of being capable of communicating in English, which might be contemplated to be one of the misconceptions concerning equating the success in speaking English to being taught by a NEST.
Means to facilitate students' speaking skill
Literature entails a plethora of research investigating diverse means to be utilized to improve EFL/ESL learners' speaking skills (Bygate, 2010; Cepik & Yastıbaş, 2013; Dowling, 1957; Ebadi & Asakereh, 2017; Gonzales & Castaneda, 2018; Gupta & Stern, 2015; Hassani, Nahvi & Ahmadi, 2013; Hayward, 2017; Hudges, 2011; Mahfouz & Ihmeideh, 2009; Hunter, Westwick & Haleta, 2014; Nation & Newton, 2008; Richards, 2008; Uztosun, Skinner & Cadorath, 2014; Sun, Lin, You, Shen, Qi & Lou, 2017) . One of those studies was carried out by Forbes and Fisher (2018) with the purpose of examining the impact of metacognitive learning strategies on students' speaking skills. The findings of that study revealed that enhancing secondary level students' awareness and use of metacognitive learning strategies led to the heightened levels of confidence and improved proficiency in speaking skill. Confidence, creativity of topics and speaking competence were presented in the findings of the research undertaken by Boonkit (2010) as factors impinging on speaking skills of non-native speakers of English. Another study was conducted by Uchihara and Saito (2016) to scrutinize the correlation between productive vocabulary knowledge and second language oral ability, the results of which indicated that more proficient L2 learners in terms of having higher productive vocabulary scores were more fluent as they could speak with a faster tempo, less pausing and repetitions. Gan (2013) produced a paper with an eye to delving into the reasons underlying the difficulties pertinent to speaking English experienced by tertiary-level EFL learners. The results of the study indicated that linguistic competence was among the reasons of the hurdles encountered by the participants while speaking. Other difficulties presented in the findings of the study embrace lack of opportunities to speak English and hardship of developing academic speaking skill. The research done by Zou (2013) searched the influence of teacher support given on CALL tasks to develop tertiary-level students' speaking skill. The study reports that teacher support helped the participants use computers more effectively as practicing speaking.
Existing research on the advantages and disadvantages of NESTs and NNESTs
The related literature contains extensive research undertaken to uncover students' perceptions as to the advantages and disadvantages of NESTs and NNESTs, and to explore NESTs' and NNESTs' views on the differences between their own and the other party's teaching practices. One of the studies examining the reasons for the distinctions in the teaching practices of NESTs and NNESTs is done by Medgyes (1992) who links the differences in teaching practices to the distinctions in teachers' language proficiency. Reves & Medgyes (1994) also conducted international research via administering a survey with 216 NESTs and NNESTs from 10 countries to investigate three hypotheses one of which was NNESTs and NESTs differed as to their teaching practices mainly resulting from their language proficiency. The findings of the study showed for 68% of the subjects, there existed differences between the teaching practices of NESTs and NNESTs, and 84% of the NNESTs stated that they experienced hardships in vocabulary and fluency prevalently, followed by the problems with speaking, pronunciation and listening comprehension. Similarly, the results reported in the study carried out by Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999) with the participation of 17 NNESTs continuing their MA and PhD studies in TESOL showed that an overwhelming majority of the subjects acknowledged the differences between NESTs and NNESTs. Nonetheless, the researchers attributed the distinctions between NESTs and NNESTs to the socio-cultural factors displaying differentiation between Western and Asian societies.
Another research aiming to examine how NNESTs' perceptions with regard to their levels in language skills and how that affected their teaching was conducted by Llurda & Huguet (2003) . The findings attained from the analysis of the data gathered from 101 non-native primary and secondary school teachers showed that secondary school teachers viewed their language skills sufficient to teach particularly grammar and reading. The findings in relation to primary school teachers reported that they did not relate the difficulties encountered in teaching to their language proficiency. In this study, half of the primary school teachers stated that they would hire more NESTs for a language school whilst the two-thirds of the secondary school teachers stated that they would hire NESTs and NNESTs equally, which shows that primary school teachers perceived NESTs better at teaching English as opposed to secondary school teachers. Gonzales (2016) examined pre-service EFL teachers' perceptions of themselves, the findings of which reported that participants were concerned about their future professional lives as a consequence of not being able to develop their language skills to become a nativelike speaker. The findings, however, also indicated that they felt more confident about working as a teacher considering the positive impact of coming from the same culture as that of the students, and their prospective function of building a bridge between Spanish and English culture.
In addition to how NNESTs perceive themselves in comparison to NESTs, students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs are explored in a large number of research. One of them was done by Benke & Medgyes (2006) with the participation of 422 Hungarian learners of English. The findings showed that the majority of the participants viewed NNESTs as teachers "assigning lots of homework" and "getting prepared conscientiously for lessons", and preparing learners well for the exams whereas NESTs were perceived as teachers "focusing primarily on speaking skills", "happy to improvise", and "providing extensive information about culture". In that study, one of the miscellaneous statements, "in an ideal situation both native and non-native teacher should teach you" was chosen by the majority of the participants. The results also yielded that NNESTs were valued in terms of teaching grammar and providing Hungarian equivalents of English words, but they were criticized on the grounds that their pronunciation was bad and they used outdated language. NESTs were perceived to be good models of speaking English and the ones to teach conversation classes.
In the research conducted by Lasagabaster and Sierra (2006) , the respondents opted for NESTs in the areas of teaching pronunciation, speaking, vocabulary, culture and listening while NNESTs were perceived to be better at teaching grammar and strategy training. Diaz (2015) did a study with a view to examining 78 French university students' perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs, the results of which reported that NNESTs were preferred over NESTs. The participants opted for both of them in teaching grammar, vocabulary, culture and strategies while they went for NESTs in teaching oral production. Guerra (2009) undertook a study to learn about 274 Portuguese university students' perceptions concerning whether they wanted to learn English from NESTs or NNESTs. The findings obtained from the open-ended questionnaire indicated that they preferred NESTs to improve their pronunciation skills and to practice English, and they valued NNESTs more considering the chance to receive explanations in Portuguese, and the ability of NNESTs in understanding the hurdles they experienced in English language learning. A similar study was conducted by Guerra (2017) with 32 Portuguese college-level students, the findings of which showed that NESTs were preferred over NNESTs as their language proficiency was higher; however, NNESTs were viewed to be advantageous over NESTs, taking into consideration NNESTs' heightened awareness of students' needs and commitment to teaching.
Lewis, Sonsaat, Link and Barriusso (2016) explored the impact of teacher's first language on ratings of accentedness and comprehensibility, and the findings show that the ratings of native listeners regarding comprehensibility were similar for both NESTs and NNESTs even though most of the participants went for NESTs. The research conducted by Lewis, Sonsaat and Link (2017) revealed that the participating ESL and EFL learners preferred NESTs over NNESTs in pronunciation teaching while the results showed that they were inapt in differentiating native speech from non-native one. Another finding obtained in the study indicated that both EFL and ESL learners favored teachers possessing pedagogical knowledge and teaching experience.
The impact of NESTs on students' speaking skills
Al-Nawrasy (2013) undertook a study to examine the impact of NESTs on high-school students' achievement level in speaking. The results yielded by administering a speaking test revealed that no statistically significant difference existed between students' speaking test scores stemming from being taught by NESTs. Similar to the results of the study done by Al-Nawrasy (2013), the research conducted by Adıgüzel and Özdoğru (2017) with the purpose of investigating the impact of NESTs and NNESTs on students' academic achievements and speaking skills revealed that there was no statistically significant difference between the post-speaking test scores of the participants being taught by NESTs and NNESTs.
In view of the limited number of research studies examining the effect of being taught by NESTs on students' achievement level in speaking, the researcher decided to carry out this investigation. Another point which led the researcher to conduct this study is the inexistence of a study scrutinizing the influence of NESTs and NNESTs on students' speaking skills within the process of learning English via analyzing speaking scores gathered from various data collection tools rather than merely using the results from a pre-and post-test as it has been done in the related research heretofore. The research question to which an answer is sought in this study via testing participants' progress in speaking skill within language learning process is if or not being taught by NESTs and NNESTs results in a statistically significant difference in adult EFL learners' speaking achievement levels.
Method

Research Design
This true experimental research was carried out to explore whether there was a statistically significant difference between the speaking achievement levels of the participants who were taught by NESTs and NNESTs because as stated by Feuer, Towne and Shavelson (2002) , "when well-specified causal hypotheses can be formulated and randomization to treatment and control conditions is ethical and feasible, a randomized experiment is the best method for estimating effects" (p. 8). To investigate the difference between the speaking achievement levels of the participants, if any, rooted in the nativeness or non-nativeness of the teacher, the participants were randomly assigned either to experimental group being mostly instructed by NESTS for eight weeks or the control group in which instructors were mainly NNESTs. The scores of the experimental and control group on the speaking portfolios, the speaking quiz, and the ECT administered during the study were compared to each other to research the existence of difference originating from being taught by NESTs and NNESTs.
Participants
Participants of this study included 36 university level students attending the English preparatory program of a state university. While 19 participants took part in the study in the experimental group, the control group was comprised of 17 participants. The average age of the participants was 18. The participants were at upper-intermediate level when this research was conducted.
Context of the study
The preparatory school of the university where this study was carried out hires native speakers who hold a BA or a post-graduate degree on education or specifically on English language teaching to support students' learning. NESTs teaching the experimental group in this study are from the USA. 17 of a total of 25 lessons were offered by NESTs in the experimental group per week whereas only 6 lessons were taught by NESTs in the control group, which means that 8 lessons in the experimental group and 19 lessons in the control group were offered by NNESTs.
The preparatory school takes on formative assessment on the purpose of assessing students' progress in English language learning. Pertaining to assessment of students' speaking skill progression, students are to take one ECT involving a spoken exam, one speaking quiz, and to submit 3 speaking portfolios in each module lasting eight weeks.
Data Collection Tools
The ECT
The participants took the ECT at the end of week eight marking the completion of the module and the study. The ECT is comprised of two parts as written and spoken exam, and the questions in the spoken exam were prepared by the testing unit of the school considering the speaking tasks covered in the coursebook. A topic and prompts pertinent to it were given to two students and they were expected to talk about it for three minutes following the end of 45 seconds given for preparation. Participants' performances on the speaking exam were video recorded to maintain objectivity and to refer to the recording in case the participants objected to their scores. Two assessors assessed the participants' performance on the speaking exam, and while one of the assessors used a holistic rubric, the other used an analytic one. The average of the scores awarded by the two assessors was taken. To ensure the interrater reliability, intraclass coefficient correlation (ICC) value was calculated by using SPSS. The finding as to the ICC for average measures is ,727, indicating an acceptable level of reliability between two raters in the ECT speaking exam taken by the control group. The ICC value for average measures belonging to the ECT speaking exam scores of the experimental group is ,764, signaling an acceptable inter-rater reliability.
The speaking quiz
Another tool used to find out an answer to the research question is the speaking quiz taken by the participants in the fourth week of the module. The participants were assessed in pairs according to their contributions to the discussion on the topic prepared by the testing unit in the light of the speaking tasks given in the coursebook. Prior to commencing to talk about the topic for two minutes, 30 seconds were allocated to the students to organize their thoughts on it. Two assessors assessed participants' performance on the quiz, and the first assessor used an analytic rubric whereas the second utilized a holistic rubric. At the end of the quiz, the average of the scores given by the two assessors was calculated, and the obtained score determined the real score of each participant. ICC was calculated to explore the degree of the agreement of two raters' estimates. The ICC value for average measures of the speaking quiz scores of the control group is ,973, indicating a perfect inter-rater reliability, and the one pertaining to the speaking quiz scores of the experimental group is ,795, showing almost a high level of inter-rater reliability between the raters.
The speaking portfolios
The participants had to submit three speaking portfolios in eight weeks, one at the end of the second week, one at the end of the fourth week and the last one at the end of the seventh week. The topics in the speaking portfolios were prepared by the curriculum unit of the school by taking into account the speaking tasks available in the coursebook. The speaking portfolios were prepared individually by the participants and marked by only one assessor having to use an analytic rubric. The participants were informed about the content of each portfolio and the due dates one week before the submission date. Speaking portfolio scores affected participants' overall module mark.
Data analysis
Independent samples t-test was conducted to analyze the data gathered by administering the ECT, the speaking quiz and getting the participants to submit three speaking portfolios so as to investigate whether or not there is a statistically difference between the ECT, speaking quiz and the three speaking portfolio scores of the experimental and control group. Table 1 below illustrates the statistical values obtained by running independent samples t-test in order to analyze participants' scores from the ECT. As depicted in Table 1 , there is no statistically significant difference between the mean values of the ECT scores of the groups, p= ,304> ,005, indicating that attending more lessons taught by NESTs did not result in getting higher scores on the speaking exam of the ECT.
Results
Results as to the ECT
Results as to the speaking quiz
Another data collection tool used to investigate if being predominantly taught by NESTs leads to a higher achievement level in speaking skill is the speaking quiz. Table 2 below demonstrates whether there is a statistically significant difference between the speaking quiz scores of the experimental and control group. As shown in Table 2 , no statistically significant difference exists between the speaking quiz scores of the experimental and control group, p=,197>,005. In line with the interpretation of the statistical values demonstrated in Table 1 , the p-value in Table 2 shows that no statistically significant difference that could spring from receiving English language education mainly from NESTs was observed between the scores of the groups. Table 3 below displays descriptive statistics belonging to the speaking portfolios. In an effort to explore whether or not there was a statistically significant difference between the control and experimental group's scores on the three speaking portfolios, independent samples t-test was conducted. As depicted in Table 3 , in the first speaking portfolio, a slight difference exits between the mean values of the experimental and control group, = 8.2059, 8.5789 respectively. There is also no statistically significant difference between the first portfolio scores of the experimental and control group, p= ,296>,005, which shows that being mostly taught by NESTs did not yield scores that could be interpreted as statistically significant. Additionally, Table 3 demonstrates statistical values belonging to the second speaking portfolio. The mean value for the control group on the second speaking portfolio is 8, 2529, whereas it is slightly higher in the experimental group, = 8,4474. The p value of the second speaking portfolio is ,304, indicating no statistically significant difference between the scores of the participants in the experimental and control group. Regarding the third speaking portfolio, Table 3 displays that the difference between the mean values of the experimental and control group increases in that the mean value for the experimental group is 8,5432 whilst it is 7,4512 for the control group. The increased difference in the mean values brings about a statistically significant difference between the experimental and control group as ,041 is smaller than ,005. Considering the mean values belonging to the third speaking portfolio, it could be stated that the experimental group outperformed the control group, resulting in a statistically significant difference between groups and that statistically significant difference appearing in the third speaking portfolio stands in contrast to the results obtained from the first and second speaking portfolios.
Results as to the speaking portfolios
Discussion
The findings obtained in this experimental study showed that participants' achievement levels in speaking skill did not exhibit a statistically significant difference according to the total number of classes taught by NESTs since the participants in the experimental group performed better neither on the exams involving the ECT and the speaking quiz nor on the first and second speaking portfolios. A statistically significant difference was observed only between the groups' scores on the third speaking portfolio. The findings reported in this study appear to be parallel to the results yielded in the study carried out by Al-Nawrasy (2013) in that there was no statistically significant difference in the speaking test scores of the subjects instructed by NESTs and NNESTs. Similarly, the results reported by Adıgüzel and Özdoğru (2017) revealed no statically significant difference between the post-speaking test scores of the participants taught by NESTs and NNESTs.
The literature encapsulates studies (Llurda & Huguet, 200; Guerra, 2017; Reves & Medgyes, 1994; Samimy & Brutt-Giffler, 1999 ) the findings of which reveal the acknowledgement of the differences between NESTs and NNESTs either by students or NNESTs themselves. The findings in those papers bring the distinctions in language proficiency, particularly proficiency in speaking skill, between NESTs and NNESTs into the forefront. NESTs' language proficiency is unequivocally better than NNESTs, yet the question that goes over one's head is whether this difference causes compelling quality differences in teaching practices. Research studies exploring student perceptions concerning the teaching practices of NESTs and NNESTs (Berke & Medgyes, 2006; Diaz, 2015; Guerra, 2009; Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2006; Lewis, Sonsaat & Link, 2017) reveal that students prefer NESTs over NNESTs when it comes to teaching speaking and pronunciation. Students' perceptions regarding having the opportunity to develop their speaking skills more as a consequence of learning English from NESTs might not come true as could be seen in the findings of this study. That is to say, having NESTs need not culminate in better achievement levels in speaking skill. The point worth emphasizing at this point is the more value having been given thus far to NESTs by students because they may not be informed about the results of the studies revealing that being taught by NESTs does not lead to more improvement in speaking skill in comparison to learning English from NNESTs. Nothing may change in the eyes of the students about perceiving NESTs better at teaching speaking and pronunciation even if they learn about the findings of the studies. Nevertheless, this possibility need not prevent the initiatives to be taken to inform students about the research revealing the opposite of their expectation, and because NNESTs have less chance of being employed when they apply for a job for which NESTs are also applicants.
People in charge of the administration of language schools hire NESTs and advertise their schools by highlighting the point that it would be easier for students to improve their speaking skills by virtue of learning English from NESTs. This might bring about the fear of not being able to find a job on the part of NNESTs in EFL/ESL contexts, as NESTs are valued more in contrast to NNESTs. In the study done by Gonzales (2016) , it is revealed that NNESTs are afraid of their prospective professional lives. Nonetheless, now that development in speaking skills may be achieved with ease on the condition that the teacher is a NEST, achievement levels in speaking skill of the students who are instructed by NESTs need to be higher than the ones the students taught by NNESTs have, which contradicts with the findings of this study and the ones presented in the research conducted by Al-Nawrasy (2013) and Adıgüzel and Özdoğru (2017) .
Conclusions
The findings reported in this study will fill the gap in the literature in relation to the scarcity of the studies examining the correlation between learning English from NESTs and achieving more improvement in speaking skill. The results showed that a statistically significant difference in the speaking scores of the experimental and control group resulting from being taught by NESTs and NNESTs was not observed. Nonetheless, this does not mean that this paper has no limitations. One of the limitations is that an interview was not carried out with the participants at the end of the study. Further studies could investigate the perceptions of the students concerning the influence of being taught by NESTs after informing them about the results obtained from the analysis of the speaking scores of the groups taught predominantly or totally by NESTs and NNESTs. By doing so, the changes, if any, in students' perceptions as to better improvement in speaking skill enabled by being instructed by NESTs can be investigated. Furthermore, research on the impact of the nationality of English language teachers on students' speaking skills needs to be extended considering the limited number of studies on this topic, because the prejudice as with the mainstream conception "English is taught better by NESTs" may be eliminated through carrying out more studies and sharing their results with not only the academics but also students and employers.
